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Page 4.  Re: Adaptive management is not a mechanism to put off or delay important decisions as the commenter suggests.  Adaptive management is a process
by which management actions are implemented based on the best available information and are tested as a hypothesis using an identified monitoring program.
It is the nature of the decision that is in question.  It has been the Park Service’s intent from the beginning of the process to prepare a programmatic plan
(§1508.18(b)(2) and (3)).  This would be the purpose of preparing a “comprehensive EIS.” There should have been no illusions that a plan of this magnitude
would be based upon detailed, site-specific data in order to make every decision possible relating to winter use.  This programmatic approach is acceptable
under the law, in the way that NEPA is the vehicle for producing NPS General Management Plans and USFS Forest Plans, and amendments thereto.  Such
documents do, in fact, make decisions and allocations at a general level and defer many site-specific types of decisions to a later date.  In this context, it is also
acceptable to spell out processes that would be followed, such as adaptive management, as alternative features.  It will be up to the decision-maker to weigh
the available data, the possible impacts of such alternatives in the short term, and decide if park resources and values are sufficiently protected.
Page 4.  Re: Guiding laws and regulations.  NEPA (CEQ Regulations) does not stipulate the rationale for selecting a preferred alternative in an EIS.  It
stipulates that in a final EIS, a preferred alternative must be identified.  The statement of preference for one or more alternatives in a draft EIS is discretionary,
depending upon whether the agency has a preference at that point (§1502.14(e)).  The identification of a preferred alternative in a DEIS should be regarded by
the public as extremely tenuous.   This is because an EIS is to serve as a means of assessing impacts of proposed agency actions “rather than justifying
decisions already made” (§1502.2(g)).  The FEIS preferred alternative may be viewed more as a “precursor” decision, which will only become final in a
Record of Decision that expresses the rationale for the choice.  In any case, it is clear that merely the expression of a preferred alternative, by itself, can in no
way invalidate the entire EIS analysis.  The decision maker can select any of the proffered alternatives in a Final EIS through consideration of a variety of
factors, including but not limited to environmental impacts.  The selected alternative does not have to be the most environmentally preferable alternative,
which must also be revealed in the decision document.
Page 5 and 6, 7-9.  Re: The Citizens’ Solution for Winter Access to Yellowstone.  The proposed “Citizens’ Solution” is not significantly different from
alternative G as presented in the DEIS, especially considering the programmatic nature of the proposed action.  See the matrix comparison of “The Citizens’
Solution” versus the features analyzed in the range of alternatives.  This may be found in Chapter I of the FEIS under Alternatives Suggested During the
Public Comment Period.  All alternatives in the DEIS meet the purpose and need for action to a greater or lesser degree.
Page 9.  Re: Failure to act immediately.  There has as yet been no legal finding that snowmobiling violates any of the mandates described in the purpose and
need section.  Montana DEQ points out that there has been no actionable violation of Montana or Federal clean air standards.  Where standards have been
approached, West Entrance and Flagg Ranch, there clearly needs to be some action taken with respect to health and safety.  Pollution levels throughout the
park units do not approach this level.  Class I air quality in the remainder of the park units has less to do with health standards and more to do with park values
(visibility, odor) for which no specific standards exist.  The eventual decision will, through a finding, provide direction on the issue of derogation of park
values, and an appropriate implementation period will be selected.
Page 10.  Re: Airborne toxins created by 2-stroke engines.  That PAH and other toxic elements are included in emissions from 2-stroke engines is disclosed in
the DEIS, page 163 et al.   The information in the DEIS will be reviewed and enhanced as appropriate for the final document.
Page 10.  There is no requirement in CEQ regulations (§1502.14) to justify a preferred alternative, just to name one or more alternatives as preferred in the
DEIS if there is a preference.   The agency must express a preferred alternative in a Final EIS.  It appears many commenters place too much emphasis on the
alternative designated as preferred in the DEIS.  This designation is tenuous at best.  Under the CEQ regulations, the requirement in an EIS is to provide a
range of reasonable alternatives that clearly define the issues, and to fully evaluate and disclose the possible effects of those alternatives.   The DEIS meets this
requirement.
Pages 10-12.  Re: Current air quality degradations within the parks warrant stronger action.   Information provided on pages 10-12 of the letter relates to
snowmobile emissions.  Much of this information is either stated or cited in the DEIS.  Due to work that has been ongoing since publication of the DEIS, air
quality analysis in the FEIS will be updated.
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Pages 12-13.  Re: Snowmobile emissions.  Information provided on pages 12-13 of the letter relates to snowmobile emissions.  Much of this information is
either stated or cited in the DEIS.  Due to work that has been ongoing since publication of the DEIS, air quality/public health analysis in the FEIS will be
updated.
Pages 14-15.  Re: Legal and policy requirements.   Legal and policy discussion: NPS is fully cognizant of its mandate and policy requirements, as reflected in
the purpose and need section of the DEIS.  There has as yet been no legal finding that snowmobiling per se violates any of the mandates described in the
purpose and need section.  Montana DEQ points out that there has been no actionable violation of Montana or Federal clean air standards.  Where standards
have been approached, West Entrance and Flagg Ranch, there clearly needs to be some action taken with respect to health and safety.  Pollution levels
throughout the park units do not approach this level.  Class I air quality in the remainder of the park units has less to do with health standards and more to do
with park values (visibility, odor) for which no specific standards exist.  The eventual decision will, through a finding, provide direction on the issue of
derogation of park values, and an appropriate implementation period will be selected.
Page 15.  Re: Citizens’ Solution.  The proposed “Citizens’ Solution” is not significantly different from Alternative G as presented in the DEIS, especially
considering the programmatic nature of the proposed action.  See the matrix comparison of “The Citizens’ Solution” versus the features analyzed in the range
of alternatives.  All alternatives in the DEIS meet the purpose and need for action to a greater or lesser degree.
Page 15.  Re: NPS must mitigate or eliminate impacts to air quality from snowmobile use.  Improved snowmachine technology and snowcoach, mass transit
access are evaluated in the DEIS as possible alternatives to the current situation.  Once again, the NPS solution will be articulated in a record of decision.
Page 16-17.  Re: Effects of noise on wildlife.  This issue will be reviewed and updated in the FEIS if necessary.
Page 17.  Re: Approach to mitigating snowmobile noise.  The analysis of sound will be updated in the FEIS.
Pages 17-18.  Re: Policy requirements and data insufficiencies.  The DEIS on page 126 and in Appendix C (Volume II) express policy requirements regarding
natural quiet, as they relate to winter use issues.
Pages  18-19.  Re: Failure to collect useful data on noise pollution in the parks.  Additional data has been collected during the 1999-2000 winter season.
Sound modeling has been conducted.  Inadequacies pointed out in this comment are being addressed, and the analysis will be reflected in the FEIS.
Page 19.  Re: The mode of access utilized by winter visitors must be the most quiet vehicle possible.  This comment goes to the decision to be made.
Commenter expresses how and why the decision must be made.  This goes to the purpose and need for action and the decision to be made by NPS.  The final
strategy, or decision is based on selection criteria used by the decision maker, which are disclosed in the record of decision through discussion of  “preferences
among alternatives based on relevant factors and agency statutory missions” (§1505.2(b)).
Pages 19-23.  Re: Impacts on water quality and aquatic resources.  Impacts such as those detailed by commenter are summarized and cited in the DEIS, page
163 and subsequently for each alternative.  An additional study not available for the DEIS has been completed and will be used in updating the analysis in the
FEIS.
Page 23.  Re: The use of snowmobiles and NPS mandates.  The assertion that use of snowmobiles, because of perceived air and water impacts, violates the
entire set of NPS mandates, executive orders and policies is a gross generalization.  Such a finding has yet to be made relative to the three park units in
question.  Many places throughout this comment letter provide a restatement, or expansion, of literature summarized and cited in the EIS.  The commenter
extrapolates or generalizes from the literature to conclude that the activity in question conclusively demonstrates that the resources of the three park units are
impaired beyond some legal limit.  NPS maintains that the standard of impairment in most instances is a function of the criteria used by a decision-maker in
the record of decision.  The latter is a part of the decision to be made, based on relative effects between alternatives disclosed in the EIS.
Pages 23-26.  Re: Impacts on water quality and aquatic resources.  Impacts such as those detailed by commenter are summarized and cited in the DEIS, page
163 and subsequently for each alternative.  An additional study not available for the DEIS has been completed and will be used in updating the analysis in the
FEIS.  Please see earlier response to this letter in regard to page 23 “Use of snowmobiles and NPS mandates.”
Pages 27-30.  Re: Impacts on wildlife.  This comment is a restatement, or expansion, of literature summarized and cited in the EIS.
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Page 30.  Re: Regulatory requirements to protect wildlife.  The commenter extrapolates or generalizes from the literature to conclude that the activity in
question conclusively demonstrates that the resources of the three park units are impaired beyond some legal limit.  NPS maintains that the standard of
impairment in most instances is a function of the criteria used by a decision maker in the record of decision.  The latter is a part of the decision to be made,
based on relative effects between alternatives disclosed in the EIS and consideration of regulatory requirements.
Pages 30-32.  Re: Impacts on wildlife.  This comment is a restatement, or expansion, of literature summarized and cited in the EIS.
Page 33.  Re: Impacts on individual animals and populations.  These impacts are disclosed in the DEIS, pages 165-167, and subsequently for each alternative.
Page 33.  Re: Winter road grooming impacts on bison and wildlife.  These impacts are disclosed in the DEIS, pages 165-167, and subsequently for each
alternative on pages 183, 209, 231, 250, 265, 281, and 291.
Page 34.  Re: Recommendation for NPS to use road closures as an assessment tool.  Assertion that “ The Citizens’ Solution” is an interim plan which is
amendable pending thorough examination and mitigation of issues impacts.  This suggestion appears to be no different than the adaptive management process
incorporated directly into two of the DEIS alternatives – B and E.  It is an approach that remains a choice for the decision maker.
Page 34.  Re: User conflict.  NPS points out that the issues regarding existing versus desired condition, the basis of the purpose and need for action, includes
visitor experience (nonmotorized users and user conflicts).  Analysis of visitor experience issues is presented in the DEIS, pages 149-154, 174 and
subsequently for each alternative.  NPS feels that this analysis is sufficient to ascertain the effects of various alternatives on the park visitor, as support for a
programmatic plan.  To a degree, effects are quantified in terms of visitor opportunities for each alternative.  The commenter notably does not suggest a more
specific means for quantifying impacts of snowmobile use on other park users.
Page 34.  Re: Recent user surveys.  Survey summaries regarding this kind of information may be found on pages 149-154 of the DEIS.  Recently completed
survey results will be reflected in this section of the FEIS.
Page 34.  Re: NPS regulations and policies.  The assertion that use of snowmobiles, because of perceived impacts on other users, violates NPS mandates and
policies over generalizes the true situation.  Such a finding has yet to be made relative to the three park units in question.  NPS maintains that the standard of
impairment in most instances is a function of the criteria used by a decision-maker in the record of decision.  The latter is a part of the decision to be made,
based on relative effects between alternatives disclosed in the EIS.
Page 35.  Re: The park service must implement an alternative that ensures that access to the park does not detract from other visitors’ experiences.  This
comment goes to the decision to be made.  Commenter expresses how and why the decision must be made.  This goes to the purpose and need for action and
the decision to be made by NPS.  The final strategy, or decision is based on selection criteria used by the decision maker, which are disclosed in the record of
decision through discussion of  “preferences among alternatives based on relevant factors and agency statutory missions” (§1505.2(b)).
Pages 35-44.  Re: Legal and policy framework.  Most of the discussion on these pages restates the information in the purpose and need section and Appendix
C of the DEIS.  The commenter uses this information to come to a conclusion that snowmobile use is, on its face, inconsistent with laws, executive orders and
NPS policies.  Commenter assumes on page 37 a level of documented adverse impacts that amounts to violation of law, etc.  NPS maintains that such
documentation is the purpose of an EIS: to analyze and disclose impacts of various alternatives, and to sharply define issues.  NPS concludes that this
comment is the rationale GYC would use in making a decision, as opposed to criticism on the adequacy of the EIS or the range of alternatives considered.
Therefore, the comments on these pages go to the decision to be made, and requires no further response

Page 44.  Re: Grand Teton and the CDST.  No information is offered to exclude consideration of a separate CDST in Alternative B.  This alternative feature is
a possible alternative to the current situation which involves safety concerns, and it should be evaluated.  Commenter appears to object because it is a feature
in the preferred alternative.   Should this feature be implemented, it is recognized that possible rule changes would be necessary, in addition to further NEPA
and decision making on a site-specific level.  These possibilities might discourage a decision maker, but they do not strictly prohibit the analysis of the option
or its eventual selection.
Pages 44-45.  Re: Cooperator process.  The intent of granting cooperating agency status was in the spirit of cooperation and coordination consistent with
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NEPA, FACA and APA.  The content of the document has been affected, but NPS disagrees that the analysis has been.  The document incorporates material
from the cooperating agencies, which is reported as a matter of full disclosure even though the results disagree with NPS analysis.  Letters from the
cooperators and the signed agreements between NPS and cooperators were included in the DEIS, Volume II.  These items relate to content.  As to
inappropriate influence, one need only review media reports, comment letters or other correspondence from the cooperators to obtain their assessment of how
they were involved.  Regarding the commenters statement about NEPA provisions relating to cooperating agencies, NPS agrees.
Page 45.  Re: Economics.  The EIS presents a fair disclosure of impacts of winter use alternatives, including social and economic effects.  Consideration of
impacts and other factors is in the purview of the decision maker, who will select an alternative and provide rationale for that selection in a record of decision.
Page 47.  Re: Public values and attitudes.  The discussion of surveys in the DEIS is clear about the winter use survey methods, sampling, and participation.
Survey results and conclusions have not been represented in any way that is inconsistent with this.  Additional surveys have been completed and are available
for incorporation into the FEIS analysis.


